










































































































ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF A PORTION OF TIIE YOUNG FARM TRACT 
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Figure 17. Sketch map and typical profile for 38Fl348. 

visibility. Items recovered from a grab collection 
included one fragment of yellowware and one 
fragment of light green glass. Not collected, 
however, were items such as sliced rubbed 
(perhaps from tires), fan belt fragments, plastic 
utensils, and other seemingly modem debris. 

These surface materials revealed a site 
measuring about 80 feet in diameter, although the 
brick were largely confined to the southeastern 
quadrant of this site. A series of five shovel tests 
were excavated at the site in a cruciform pattern 
(Figure 17). Only the southernmost test was 
positive, yielding five fragments of clear container 
glass, one fragment of green bottle glass, one 
unidentifiable nail fragment, and one fragment of 
rubber. 

The shovel tests at the site did reveal that 
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the soils consisted of about a foot 
of dark gray ( lOYR4/l) loamy sand 
plowzone overlying a yellowish 
brown (10YR5/4) sandy clay 
subsoil. This is in general 
consistent with Goldsboro Series 
soils. 

The material from this site 
is so sparse that it is difficult to 
estimate a date, although materials 
were certainly being depasited 
there into the early 1980s. The 
1940 topographic map (Figure 13) 
fails to reveal any structures in this 
area, although the 1986 
topographic map (Figure 2) does 
indicate a utility building on this 
spot. It seems likely (especially in 
light of the findings at 38Fl353 
discussed below) that this site 
represents the location of a tobacco 
barn, although a farm shed cannot 
be discounted. It appears that the 
building was demolished with the 
bulk of the remains being removed 
from the site. Only the brick, which 
was apparently not worth salvaging, 
was left, albeit pushed to one 
comer. 

Regardless, this site is considerably less 
than 50 years in age. Although the materials do 
help us to establish a functional signature for this 
site type, it is nnlikely that the remains can address 
significant research questions. Consequently, this 
site is recommended as not eligible for inclusion 
on the National Register of Historic Places. 
Pending the review of the state or federal agency 
having jurisdiction and concurrence of the State 
Historic Preservation Office, no additional 
management activities are necessary at this 
location. 

38FL349 

This site is situated in the northwest 
central portion of the survey tract about 1,200 feet 
southwest of the junction of Young Road (S-69) 
and Twin Church Road (S-106) (Figure 14 ). The 
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central UTM coordinates are E600060 N3772000 
and the site is found at the east edge of a tobacco 
field extending east into a fallow field. As a result, 
surface visibility ranged from about 80% (where 
the field was disked but not planted) to near 100% 
(where the field had been planted in tobacco). 

The topography in site area appears fairly 
level, with the elevation about 130 feet AMSL, 
although actually the site appears to occupy a very 
slight sandy ridge running north-south in this area. 
This site is perhaps a foot above the surrounding 
area. Soils in this area are identified as Norfolk 
sands and tend to be light in color and very friable. 
The nearest constant water source is' likely Horse 
Branch about 4,000 feet to the east and east
southeast. 

The site was first encountered as a sparse 
scatter in the tobacco field, but was found to 
extend eastward into the fallow area (Figure 18). 
This surface scatter was found to cover an area 
measuring about 220 feet north-south by 130 feet 
east-west, although much of that may represent 
plow dispersion. 

Materials collected from the grab surface 
collection include 12 fragments of undecorated 
whiteware and one fragment of blue edged 
whiteware. Not collected but common were a 
number of small brick fragments. 

A series of seven shovel tests were laid out 
to cruciform this surface scatter, but all of the tests 
were negative. They did reveal that outside of the 
tobacco field the typical profile was about 1.0 foot 
of grayish brown (10YR5/2) sandy plowzone 
overlying a pale brown (IOYR6/3) loamy sand 
subsoil. Within the tobacco field the plowing was 
very deep moving soil from furrows to create 
ridges slightly over a foot in height. In the furrows 
the subsoil was only 0.2 foot below the surface, 
while the plowzone was very deep in the ridge 
area. This practice creates draughty soil . that 
tobacco seems to grow best in, but can also 
significantly damages the integrity of archaeological 
sites. 

Like other sites on the tract, the collection 
itself is not particularly temporally sensitive. What 

is interesting about the assemblage is that while 
virtually all of the other domestic sites on the tract 
produced some late wares (ie., tinted glaze, gilt, or 
decalcomania ), this collection consists of entirely 
nineteenth century materials. This may simply be 
a function of the small collection size. 
Alternatively, it may indicate the early date of this 
site, especially when compared to the other scatters 
found on the survey tract. 

While it is not shown on either the 1937 
highway map (Figure 12) or the 1940 topographic 
map (Figure 13), it is present on the 1914 soil 
survey (Figure 11 ), suggesting that it dates from at 
least the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
century. This is entirely consistent with the artifact 
collection. 

Not only is the site seemingly earlier than 
many others recovered on the tract, but it is also 
found in a very different setting - relatively far 
removed from the area's road network. Although 
there is a farm road about 600 feet to the west, 
this road is shown on none of the period maps. 

It is possible that this site represent either 
a very early tenant site or possibly even a late 
antebellum slave cabin. Either interpretation would 
be consistent with the site's remote location and 
generally spartan assemblage. As a result, this site 
type is of considerable interest, documenting a 
period of the plantation's use for which we have 
little information. 

Unfortunately, the site exhibits very low 
archaeological integrity. The very deep plowing has 
ahnost certainly destroyed any subsurface features 
while the extensive plowing appears to have caused 
considerable lateral movement. The combination, 
we believe, has destroyed the site's ability to 
address a number of the important research 
questions which might otherwise be posed. 
Consequently, this site is recommended as not 
eligible of inclusion on the National Register of 
Historic Places. Pending the review of the state or 
federal agency having jurisdiction and concurrence 
of the State Historic Preservation Office, no 
additional management activities are necessary at 
this location. 
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Figure 18. Sketch map and typical profile for 38Fl349. 
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38FL350 

This site, known as the Old Cleo A. 
Young Home Site, is situated on the west side of 
Young Road (S-69) 700 feet south of its junction 
with Twin Church Road (S-106) (Figure 14). The 
central UTM coordinates are E600340 N3772030 
and the site is situated in an area consisting of 
dense brush, fallow fields, and heavily cultivated 
fields. Surface visibility therefore ranges from 
about 30% (in the brush) to 100% (in the 
cultivated field), 

Topography in the area is relatively level, 
although there is some micro-topography in the 
vicinity of the brush resulting from the site's use, as 
well as subsequent activities at the site. The site 
elevation is about 125 feet AMSL and the soils in 
the area are identified as Lynchburg sandy loams. 
The nearest water supply is Horse Branch, about 
2,000 feet to the east-southeast. 

The site was first suspected because of the 
dense brush vegetation - often typical of 
abandoned house sites. Artifacts were found to be 
very dense in the plowed fields to the south of the 
site, but noted to be absent from the fallow field to 
the north. The surface distnbution suggested a site 
measuring about 200 feet north-south by about 100 
feet east-west. 

At the north end of the surface scatter, 
just to the east of the brush in what was a cove, we 
identified a scatter of brick and a very few rotted 
timbers. It appeared that a structure had been 
located in this area, although there certainly wasn't 
enough rubble to account for demolition. 

Materials recovered from the grab surface 
collection include both ceramics and glass, along 
with a small number of other items. Ceramics 
include 49 undecorated whitewares, two 
decalcomania whitewares, one green transfer 
printed whiteware, one polychrome hand painted 
whiteware, two green tint whitewares, two 
polychrome sponged whitewares, two green striped 
whitewares (sometimes called hotel wares), two 
bristol slip stonewares, and two white porcelains. 

The glass items include eight fragments of 

milk glass, one fragment of purpose glass, one 
brown glass, three pieces of blue glass, five aqua 
glass fragments, four manganese glass fragments, 
seven clear bottle glass fragments, and two window 
glass fragments. 

Other items include one flower pot 
fragment and an iron ring. 

This was one of the densest assemblages 
found in the survey tract and it included fairly few 
"modem" materials. The mean ceramic date for 
this collection, shown in Table 5, is 18645, but like 
the other ceramic dates from this survey, we have 
relatively little confidence in the very early date. 
The presence of decalcomania and tinted glaze 
materials suggest that the site was used into at 
least the second half of the twentieth century. 

A series of eight shovel tests were placed 
to bisect the site (Figure 19). Two of these tests 
(25%) were positive. Shovel Test 3 yielded one 
fragment of dear glass and one fragment of 
manganese glass, while Shovel Test 4 produced 
three unidentifiable nail fragments. 

The shovel tests suggest that artifacts may 
be densest at the south edge of the brush, being 
dispersed by plowing to the south. They also 
suggest that relatively little discard behavior took 
place to the west or north. These tests also 
revealed a soil profile consisting of about 0.8 foot 
of very dark gray (10YR3/1) sandy loam over 0.2 
foot of dark grayish brown (10YR4/2) sandy loam. 
The subsoil consists of a pale brown (10YR6/3) 
sandy loam. 

Subsequent to ·survey we discovered 
· through an informant that this was the location of 

a "tenant house" that had been moved off the 
property and put up on the Lynches River. In 
addition, it was the first home of Cleo A. Young 

·when he returned from Clemson to take over the 
operations at the plantation. Consequently, it was 
probably not a "tenant house," but was more likely 
a manager's house - certainly not as elaborate as 
his father's house, but also certainly not as poorly 
constructed as typical tenant quarters. Its use by 
Cleo Young (as well as perhaps earlier use by a 
manager) may explain the wider variety of refuse 
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Table 5. 
Mean Ceramic Date for 38FL350 

Ceramic Range {xi) ! fi I 
White\vare., poly hand painted 1826-1870 1848 I 

non-blue transfer 1826-1875 1851 
poly decalcomania 1901-1950 1926 2 
sponged 1836-1870 1853 2 
tinted glaze 1911-1970 1941 2 
undecorated 1813-1900 1860 49 

57 

106,279 + 57 - 18645 

present on the site. It may also help explain the 
refuse pattern that seems more discrete, or less 
scattered, than typical of most tenant sites. 

The removal of the house also helps 
explain the range of land scars found in brush area, . 
as well as the small quantity of architectural debris. 
It's likely that whatever wasn't worth transporting 
was left in place and that the effort of jacking up 
the house and moving it caused some disturbance 
to the soils. 

This site, if it were in better condition, 
might be of considerable interest, helping to 
explore the changing socio-economic. status of 
different generations of the Young family. It might 
also be of interest to explore changing social tastes 
exhibited by the different sites. Certainly it could 
be used to compare the status of owner's son to 
tenants. Several factors, however, preclude or 
hamper such work. First, the removal of the 
associated structure not only limits some data sets, 
but the removal itself has damaged the site's 
integrity. Further, extensive plowing, especially to 
the south where the bulk of the refuse is located, 
has likely dispersed and fragmented remains. 
Plowing in this area is similar to that noted at 
38FL349 and associated with tobacco cultivation. 

In addition, there is concern that the site, 
once abandoned by Cleo A. Young in favor of his 
modem brick residence to the north, was probably 
used either managers or, through time, by tenants. 
In other words, there is likely considerably mixing 
of different materials at the site. 

fix xi 
1848 
1851 
3852 
3706 
3882 

91140 
106.279 

As a result of these problems, we 
recommend this site as not eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register. Pending 
the review of the state or federal agency 
having jurisdiction and concurrence of the 
State Historic Preservation Office, no 
additional management activities are 
necessary at this location. 

This site is situated on the north 
side of Old E. Middle Road about 1,100 
feet west of the junction with S-69 (Young 

Road) on the southern edge of the survey tract 
(Figure 14). The central UTM coordinates are 
E600160 N3771560 and the site is situated in a 
cultivated field characterized by Norfolk Series 
soils. The site area is generally level, at an 
elevation of about 125 feet AMSL, although there 
is a slight rise perhaps 0.5 to LO foot above the 
surrounding field in the immediate site area. The 
nearest permanent water source is Horse Branch 
about 3,500 feet to the northeast. 

At the time of the survey the field 
conditions were excellent with virtually 100% 
surface visibility. The site was marked was much 
darker soils and abundant artifacts on a very slight 
sandy rise about 100 feet from the road edge. To 
the west of the site there is an agricultural ditch. 

The surface collection from the site is 
quite large. Ceramics recovered include 125 
undecorated whitewares, five decalcomania 
whitewares, one green transfer printed whiteware, 
one green tint whiteware, three whiteware with gilt 
transfer print, seven undecorated white porcelain 
ceramics, four yellowwares, and one bristol slip 
stonewares. Container glass examples included 
three brown glass, four blue glass, nine aqna glass, 
16 milk glass, 10 clear glass, and five manganese 
glass. Also recovered were six fragments of window 
glass. Other items found in the surface collection 
include three glass marbles, one porcelain figurine 
fragment, one industrial porcelain fragment, one 
brass pipe fragment, and two unidentifiable nail 
fragments, 

Based on the distnbution of materials 
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Table 6. 
Mean Ceramic Date for 38Fl.352 

Ceramic Range {xi) (fi] 
Whiteware, non-blue transfer 1826-1875 1851 1 

poly de.c-alcomania 1901-1950 1926 5 
tinted glaze 1911-1970 1941 1 
gilttransfer print 1900-1950 1925 3 
undecorated 1813-1900 1860 130 

Yellowware 1826-1880 1853 ..1 
144 

268.409 + 144 - 1863.9 

from the surface collection a series of 14 shovel 
tests were used to bisect the site north-south and 
east-west. Of these tests 11, or 79%, were positive, 
with a very clear subsurface concentration of 
materials found in the site core, also linked to the 
darker soils and slightly higher elevation. The 
shovel tests and surface scatter both suggest that 
the site measures about 225 feet uorth-south by 
about 350 feet east-west (Figure 20). 

The only item from Shovel Test 1 is a 
fragment of window glass. Shovel Test 4 produced 
three fragments of clear glass and one piece of 
window glass. Shovel Test 5 yielded three 
fragments of clear glass, one fragment of green 
glass, and two pieces of window glass. Shovel Test 
6 produced two unidentifiable nail fragments and 
one piece of undecorated whiteware. Shovel Test 
7 included one fragment of window glass and two 
nail fragments. Only one fragment of clear glass 
was recovered from Shovel Test 8. Shovel Test 10 
produced one fragment of clear glass and one nail 
fragment. Shovel Test 11 was the most productive, 
yielding three undecorated whiteware ceramics, 
two fragments of brown stoneware, two pieces of 
milk glass, 15 fragments of clear glasS, one piece of 
brown glass, two aqua glass, five fragments of 
window glass and four nail fragments. Shovel Test 
12 produced one fragment of brown glass and one 
roofing nail. Shovel Test 13 produced one 
undecorated whiteware and one nail fragment. 

The materials from this site are suggestive 
of a somewhat higher status dwelling. Like other 
sites in the survey tract, it yields a very early tnean 
ceramic date of 1863.9 (Table 6), largely because 
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fi x ri 
1851 
9630 
1941 
5775 

241&>0 
7412 

268,409 

of the relatively early mean date assigned to 
undecorated whiteware. The presence of 
decalcomania suggests a date at least as late 
as 1901, with occupation possibly much 
later. The tinted glaze material requires 
occupation at least as late as 1911. Some of 
the other remains, such as the transfer 
printed ware, does appear appropriate for 
a late nineteenth century occupation. 

The site is shown as late as 1940 
(Figure 13) and as early as 1914 (Figure 
11 ). The 1913 Adams and Elvin map 
(Figure 10) indicates that this is the 

residence of J.C. Young. Although this has not 
been discussed with any of the informants, it 
appears that the site is that of either a relative or 
perhaps a manager. Both the available historic 
evidence and the archaeological assemblage is 
suggestive of a higher status than a tenant. In 
many respects, therefore, this site is similar to 
38Fl.350 - except that it is in much better 
condition. 

Although there are no standing 
architectural remains, the dark soils, presence of 
brick and mortar, and clear concentration of 
materials suggests that plowing has not completely 
dispersed the site core. The scatter of materials 
around this core suggests that there may be 
remnant yard remains. 

This site may be able to address the same 
broad range of questions postulated for 38Fl.350. 
Of equal importance, it has the potential to expand 
our comparative data base for such sites. Since the 
current survey effort was not able to devote tin1e 
to opening formal test units, the site is 
recommended potentially eligible for inclusion on 
the National Register of Historic Places under 
Criterion D, that the site may be likely to yield 
information important in prehistory or history. 

It may be that the site can be avoided by 
development activities on the proposed tract. If so, 
then it is unnecessary to conduct additional testing 
necessary for an eligibility determination. If 
avoidance is not possible, Phase II testing is 
recommended. It is possible that this additional 
work may be sufficient to collect the data sets 
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which are important at this site. If not, then the 
site would be reconunended as eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register. 

If testing is necessary it is reconunended 
that it incorporate a controlled collection using 
between a 20-foot grid over the entire site, with 
100% collection of all materials within each 
collection unit. These controlled collection units 
have been shown to be a very cost-effective 
strategy, allowing the collection of very large 
assemblages useful in site pattern studies, as well 
as site characterization work. They are also very 
accurate at identifying structural locations, as well 
as much more precise site boundaries. 

This should be supplemented with 
controlled excavations to evaluate the potential for 
subsurface features such as foundation evidence 
and features. Controlled excavations have also 
been shown to produce artifact patterns slightly 
different from controlled collections, and the two 
combined likely provide a much more accurate 
understanding of the total site. 

38FL353 

This site is situated on the north side of 
Old E. Middle Road about 0.2 mile west of the 
junction with S-69 (Young Road) (Figure 14). The 
central UTM coordinates are E599940 N3771510 
and the site includes not only archaeological 
remains, bnt also a standing tobacco barn recorded 
with the South Carolina Department of Archives 
and History as R/41/0000/4585.00. 

The site is found primarily in an open 
grassy area surrounding the standing tobacco barn, 
but extends to the north and east into adjacent 
cultivated fields (Figure 21 ). The immediate 
vicinity of the metal tobacco barn has about 50% 
surface visibility, while the adjacent fields, planted 
in wheat, have a surface visibility of about 75%. 
The nearest water source is at least 3,500 feet 
distant at Horse Branch. 

Artifact density is very light to the rear of 
the tobacco barn, consisting of four undecorated 
whitewares, four fragments of milk glass, one 
fragment of manganese glass, one fragment of light 
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green glass, and one piece of window glass. As you 
move southward, toward the road, the materials 
become somewhat more dense but also become 
much more recent. Toward the road the 
assemblage is dominated by fragments of soda and 
beer bottles, plastic utensils, metal can fragments, 
as well as more industrial debris, such as fan belt 
parts, unidentifiable metal fragments, wire 
fragments, and an occasional spark plug. 

This surface distnbution covers an area 
measuring about 100 feet north-south by about 90 
feet east-west. A series of four shovel tests were 
placed at 50 foot intervals just north of the tobacco 
barn, in the field. All four tests were negative, but 
did reveal a dark gray (IOYR4/I) loamy plowzone 
overlying a yellowish brown (IOYR5/4) sandy clay 
subsoil. This profile is typical of the Goldsboro 
series. A fifth test was placed between the propane 
tank and the tobacco barn. This test produced a 
small assemblage of "modern" materials (which 
were not collected), but no materials which likely 
pre-dated 1940. 

In many respects this assemblage, from 
around a known tobacco barn, is very similar to 
that identified at 38FL348. It appears to represent 
several different social behaviors. Tobacco barns, 
especially before the introduction of propane as a 
constant fuel supply, required near constant 
attention during the curing process. It is likely that 
they were areas of considerable social interaction. 

·Later, as the curing process became somewhat less 
labor intensive and its success was somewhat more 
certain, it seems likely that the barns retained their 
conununity focus. More recently, they appear to be 
areas for field hands to take breaks, eat lunch, and 
rela'<. They were not immediately adjacent to 
anyone's house, providing some seclusion. They 
were also apparently work areas for various farm 
activities - providing a non-cultivated area for 
repairing equipment and other activities. 

These ideas are worthy of additional study 
and evaluation, but appear to help explain the 
assemblages observed at 38FL348 and 38FL353. In 
so far as they allow us to better understand farm 
labor behavior they make a significant 
contnbution. In spite of that, it seems unlikely that 
additional research is likely to be able to address 
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significant research questions. Consequently,just as 
38FL348 was recommended not eligible, so too is 
38FL353. Pending the review of the state or 
federal agency having jurisdiction and concurrence 
of the State Historic Preservation Office, no 
additional management activities are necessary at 
this location. 

Architectural Sites Within the Project Ar\'!! 

Three standing architectural sites were 
identified within the project area. Two have been 
briefly mentioned during the discussion of 
associated archaeological remains, while the third 
was not associated with identifiable archaeological 
materials. These discussions will descnbe the sites 
and evaluate their architectural significance. 

R/41/0000/4583.00 

The Cleo A. Young (Sr.) house is situated 
on the west side of S-69 (Young Road) 100 feet 
south of the junction with S-106 (Thin Church 
Road) (Figure 14). This house may, or may not, be 
incorporated in the sale tract (a decision had not 
been reached at the time of this investigation), but 
it is discussed here for review purposes. No 
archaeological site was innnediately associated with 
the house, although the lawn was grassed and 
landscaped 
and it was not 
appropriate to 
conduct close 
interval 
shovel testing. 

informants suggest that it was constructed about 
1933 (Tripp Young, personal communication 
1997). 

The one-story hOuse has a rectangular core 
with a lateral gable roof (Figure 22). The porch, 
which extends from the south (left) facade across 
the east (front) facade, is incorporated into the 
gable roof and is supported by double square 
supports on brick pedestals. 

The house is of frame construction with 
brick veneer. It is supported by brick piers which 
are screened by the veneer. There is one external 
chimney, of brick. The front door, on the east 
facade is single' Windows are both single and 
double with 6/6 lights. The roof is covered with 
composition roofing. At the northeast comer of the 
house there is a covered carport and a rear carport 
has been added No other outbuildings are visible. 

· The. house has some features of the 
Craftsman style, such as the low-pitched gabled 
roof, the full porch, and the colunm bases which 
extend to the ground But it also lacks very 
characteristic features, such as the exposed roof 
rafters and false beams under the gables. Further, 
the porch supports are not tapered, as in common 
among Craftsmen style houses. It seems likely that 

-\. ·---=~---;::.:-~_;--. -
· -.:_.-~~-:-.,:..:t1""'~"',._,0-;,~~2.~r..;., ," 

. ' .. ·• ~-~~:~ .. '."~--"fj1::1Y1~~\ 
---~-·-~ 

This 
house was 
constructed 
after Cleo A. 
Young 
returned to 
assume 
management 
o f t h e 
plantation 
and was built 
sometime 
prior to 1940. 
L o c a l 

Figure 22. Cleo A. Young house, east elevation. 

56 



IDENTIFIED SITES 

a variety of features were adapted by Cleo Youug 
for incorporation in his house. With his 
backgrouud at Clemson aud interest in mechanized 
farming, it is likely that he was exposed to a variety 
of styles and sought to incorporate them into his 
home. 

We also anticipate that he sought to create 
as much a statement in his house has his father 
had before him (see below). Turning away from 
frame siding, Cleo Young may have chose to 
display his wealth by building with brick -
breaking tradition with the other architectural 
styles on the property. 

We recommend this structure as eligible 
for inclusion on the National Register of Historic 
Places under Criteria B. This house is intimately 
associated with Oeo A. Young, a man of 
tremendous local and regional importance as an 
agriculturalist and a horse fancier. Additional 
architectural evaluation may also suggest that the 
house is eligible under Criteria C, especially since 
it is likely that it represents a unique, and early 
style, for the Florence area. 

If the regulatory authority and the State 
Historic Preservation Office concur with this 
recommendation, then the most appropriate 
approach may be to exclude the house from the 
proposed sale and development activities. This is 
likely the least expensive option, although it 
certainly doesn't ensure the long-term preservation 
of the house. 

Alternatively, it is possible to record the 
house, using standard architectural drawing 
techniques and large scale, corrected black and 
white photograph, with the house subsequently 
demolished. 

R/41/0000/4584.00 

The Young Farm tenant house is situated 
on the west side of S-69 (Young Road), 1,500 feet 
south of its junction with S-106 (Twin Church 
Road) (Figure 14). The standing building is 
associated with 38Fl347 (Figure 15) and based on 
the documentary evidence and associated 
archaeological assemblage it is likely that the house 

was constructed about 1938 and was used well into 
the 1980s (although no specific periods of 
alteration can be detected). 

The house (Figures 23 and 24) has a 
rectangular core measuring about 27 5 feet in 
width by 36 feet in length. At the north end the 
lateral gable roof is extended to create a covered 
bay about 10 feet in length and 27.S feet in width. 
The one-story house is of frame construction 
covered with asphalt roll siding. The structure is 
built on concrete block piers and is open 
underneath. 

Slightly offset from the midpoint is the 
main entrance, a single door. There is a small 
stoop or porch, only the width of the entrance bay. 
The only porch details are two 4x4 posts 
supporting the pedimented gable roof. Although 
the bulk of the windows have been removed from 
the house, where identified they were single with 
6/6 lights. There is a single interior chimney, which 
was connected to a wood stove - there is no 
fireplace in the house. The house was roofed in 
tin, which today is heavily corroded 

A brief interior inspection revealed no 
outstanding decorative elements. The floors appear 
to be of pine and the walls are wallboard 

There are no known outbuildings 
associated with the house, although the 
archaeological examination did reveal extensive 
yard debris. 

The house is associated with the Young 
Plantation, probably being constructed during the 
tenure of Cleo A. Young. It is reported that 
upwards of 250 families worked on the Young 
farms and this structure appears to be one of the 
more recent houses built for the workers. At the 
present time there isn't sufficient information to 
know whether the house was used by wage labor or 
tenants. It does reflect a rather uncommon site 
type, since most the workers' housing has been 
removed. 

Nevertheless, this site is recommended as 
not eligible for inclusion on the National Register. 
Although the house is certainly associated with a 
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Figure 23. Young Farm tenant house, east elevation. 

Figure 24. Young Farm tenant house, view to the northwest. 
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period of exceptional agricultural production in 
this area of Florence County and is likely 
associated with the post-WW II agricultural 
activities in South Carolina, the building probably 
fails to meet the normal 50 year requirement. It is 
not of exceptional importance and so would not 
qualify for Criteria Consideration G. 

Pending the review of the state or federal 
agency having jurisdiction and concurrence of the 
State Historic Preservation Office, no additional 
management activities are necessary at this 
location. 

R/41/0000/4585.00 

The Young Farm tobacco barn is situated 
on the north side of Old E. Middle Road 1,900 
feet west of its junction with S-69 (Young Road) 
(Figure 14). The tobacco barn is associated with 
38FL353 (Figure 21 ). It is likely that this barn 
post-dates 1945 and it is built for use with propane 
as the heat source to cure the tobacco. 

The barn is rectangular, measuring about 
185 feet in width at the gable end and 24.3 feet in 
length with a work area extension to the south 
measuring 13.3 feet in length (Figure 25). The barn 
is one story with a gable (end to front) roof. It is 
constructed of metal on a wood frame, resting on 
a concrete block foundation set on brick footers. 

Figure 25. Young Farm tobacco barn, oblique view. 

The south facade has two sets of double doors, 
while the rear, or north, facade as one door. 

The building's heaters are set at the north 
end and the building is vented through a series of 
removable grates set into the block foundation. 

This is a very common type of tobacco 
barn found throughout the project vicinity. It 
appears to slightly predate the introduction of 
mobile metal barns which are the most modem 
curing sheds found in the area. The barns, while a 
very important part of tobacco agriculture, are less 
than 50 years old and do not appear to be of 
0 exceptional importance" under Criteria 
Consideration G. Consequently, this building is 
recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the 
National Register. 

Architectnral Sites Outside the Project Area 

There are a number of standing structures 
outside, but inunediately adjacent to, the project 
area. Although they will not be directly impacted 
by the proposed development activities, there is the 
potential that they may face secondary impacts -
damage from construction related activities or 
simply increased development pressures. As a 
result they are briefly descnbed here for 
appropriate evaluation by the lead regulatory 
agency and review by the State Historic 

Preservation Office. 

R/41/0000/4581.00 

The Shady Hampton Young 
House is on the east side of S-69 
(Young Road) 2,000 feet south of its 
junction with S-106 (Twin Church 
Road) (Figure 14). This represents the 
Young Home Place created by Shady 
Hampton sometime after his father's 
death in 1890 and was certainly built by 
19t3-1914 (see Figures 10 and 11). One 
informant states that the house was 
built about 1902 (Tripp Young, 
personal communication 1997). 

The house exhibits-a vernacular 
style containing elements of Queen 
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Figure 26. Shady Hampton Yonng Home Place, west elevation of main house. 

Figure 27. Shady Hampton Young Home Place, oblique view looking southwest. 
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Anne and Colonial Revival. Although adapted for 
local comfort and use, there are elements tying the 
entire complex together (discussed below). 

The house currently has a L form, 
although it is not possible to determine if the 
original core shape was a rectangle with the L 
form taking shade as a result of additions. The 
house is one story with a steep hip roof and cross 
gables. It is covered with decorative pressed metal 
shingles in generally good condition (Figures 26 
and 27). 

The house sits on a continuous brick 
foundation, while the frame construction is covered 
with weatherboard. The house appears to have 
always been painted white. 

There is a wrap-around porch ou the front 
(i.e., west) and left (i.e., north) facade, The porch 
has a shed roof with a gable extension over the 
front steps. An exceptionally nice detail are the 
rounded corners of the front porch. The porch roof 
is supported by double squared wood posts on 
brick pedestals. 

There is one interior brick chimney with 
careful detailing. It is not, however, known how 
this fits into the floor plan of the house. 

There are a number of double windows, as 
well as one single window. Also present is a small 
bay window on the south facade, as well as a 
ribbon of five windows on this same elevation. All 
of the windows have 2/2 lights. The front door is 
single, with a rectangular transom and narrow 
windows forming side lights. 

Remnant landscape is well preserved 
throughout the yard and includes a variety of 
flowering plants such as day lilies, as well as crepe 
myrtles, ceders, boxwoods, and other evergreens. 
Just to the south of the house there is what 
appears to be the remnants of a l:;:irge orchard or 
kitchen garden. 

Snrrounding the main house are as many 
as 10 contributing properties, including a 
smokehouse to the immediate rear of the house 
(Figure 28). This is a small frame building with 

weatherboard walls and a metal gable (end to 
front) roof. The small window in the north facade 
has iron bars to secure the meat. Behind the 
smokehouse, to the east, are several similar frame 
buildings with gable (end to front) roofs (in one 
case the metal has been replaced with composition 
shingled (Figure 29). The one building on the left 
in Figure 29 is a garage. 

Figure 30 illustrates the plantation store 
and office, situated about 200 feet north of the 
main house across an open yard area. This building 
still contains some of the materials being sold to 
the tenant farmers in the 1930s and early 1940s. 
There is also an office which inclndes boxes of 
plantation records, including tenant accounts. Land 
records associated with the Young lands were also 
found in this office, but have been removed and 
are now in the possession of Mr. Tripp Young. 

Also present in the plantation complex is 
a grist mill and saw mill originally operated by 
steam but later converted to electric power. The 
original equipment is still intact, including the 
boiler. Another building houses the cotton gin, 
which is also still intact and in near working 
condition. This gin is shown on the 1937 highway 
map of the project area (Figure 12). 

In addition to these different structures, 
there are a series of barns and farm sheds of 
different ages and conditions. It appears that the 
mule sheds were situated south of the main house, 
while other farm operations were concentrated to 
the north and east. 

This farm complex is recommended 
eligible for inclusion on the National Register of 
Historic Places under Criteria A, B, and C. 
Criterion A specifies that the site is associated with 
events that have made a significant contnbution to 
the broad patterns of our history. The Young 
plantation was a major employer in the Center 
Community, representing the focal point of 
community, agricultural, and economic activities 
for nearly fifty years. The activities and events 
which took place on this plantation helped shape 
the economic future of the western Florence 
County area. 
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Figure 28. Shady Hampton Young Home Place, 
smokehouse looking southeast. 

Criterion B specifies that the site is 
associated with the lives of persons significant in 
our past. This plantation complex is clearly 
representative of Shady Hampton Young and, 
following him, his son, Cleo A. Young. They were 
significant individuals on the local and state level 
and this property appropriately commemorates 
their importance. 

Finally, Criterion C specifies that the site 

' 

embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type or 
period. This farm settlement is, in fact, 

. characteristic of the period following economic 
recovery after the Civil War, the Great Depression, 
and the recovery (and change) bronght about by 
the Second World War. While individual buildings 
may, or may noi, be eligible, taken together this 
complex is especially important since there are so 
few such sites left in South Carolina. As the rnral 

'~i~~f:i~J.:~~jt;$i$...J:~~~c:~ .. 
Figure 29. Shady Hampton Young Home Place, 

utility buildings, looking east. 

nature of the state is gradually transformed, even 
fewer will exist. 

Figure 30. Shady Hampton Young Home Place, plantation store 
and office looking north-northwest. 

It is also likely that an 
archaeological survey of this complex 
would reveal archaeological remains 
that might, in and of themselves, be 
eligible for inclusion on the National 
Register under Criterion D. For 
example, there is the potential for 
owner refuse deposits around the main 
house, there is potential for industrial 
archaeology at the gin, grist mill, and 
saw mill. There may be the possibility 
to examine store related activities and 
discard behavior. In addition, at least 
one period map also indicates that a 
school for black children was present 
next to the cotton gin. Although this 
building does not appear to still be 
present, it is possible that it may be 
recovered archaeologically. 
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The value of this site is such that we can 
recommend only careful preservation in place. The 
Young have taken extraordinary steps to ensure 
the preservation of the buildings - keeping them 
roofed and making them weathertight. They are 
also planning on painting the various buildings and 
there is an interest in preserving the mechanical 
workings of the mills and gin. Moreover, they have 
taken steps to ensure that the historic documents 
found in the store are preserved. 

Of course, much more should be done to 
preserve this resource. A preventative maintenance 
schedule should be established for the buildings. 
All of the historic documents in the plantation 
office should be examined for archival value, 
refoldered, and stored in a more stable 
environment. The buildings should be evaluated for 
wood destroying organisms. Steps should be taken 
to protect the buildings from probably their single 
greatest threat - fire. In particular, rural buildings 
such as these face severe pressure from arson. At 
the present time, of course, they also faoe pressure 
from the development of the tract only 20 feet to 
the west, on the other side of Young Road. Special 
care should be taken during all stages of 
construction to ensure that this complex is not 
damaged. 

R/41/0000/4582.00 

The Center School is situated on the north 
side of S-106 (T\vin Church Road), 1,800 feet west 
of the junction with S-69 (Young Road). The 
school building is situated about 300 feet north of 
the road in a grassed area (Figure 14). Nearby are 
the stables and horse tracks made famous by Cleo 
A, Young's interest in harness racing. 

This building was constructed by Shady 
Hampton Young as a community school. He 
reportedly served as one of the schools three board 
members or directors. Based on documentary 
evidence the school was constructed about the 
same time as his house (R/41/0000/4581.00, 
discussed above) and probably dates from about 
1902. 

The building has an irregular shape with a 

shallowly hipped and cross gable roof of decorative 
pressed metal shingles identical to those on the 
main house (Figures 31 and 32). It is one story of 
frame construction with weatherboard siding. It is 
raised on brick piers (which have been modified 
for structural integrity in areas with concrete 
blocks). There is s porch the width of the entrance 
bay have a pedimented gable roof supported by 
brick piers. 

It measures about 65 feet on the south 
elevation and 58 feet on the east elevation. The 
cross gable on the west elevation measures about 
33.6 feet in width and 12.4 feet in length. The 
building has a total of 25 windows, two sets of 
double doors (on the south and east facades) and 
two single doors (on the west end of the cross 
gable). 

The windows in the building are all singles 
with either 6/6 or 9/9 lights. At the main entrance 
there are double doors with a rectangular transom 
and sidelights. On the east elevation there is a 
secondary entrance also with donble doors and a 
small alcove under a pedimented gable roof with 
an archway and round windows to the north and 
south (Figure 32). The interior of the alcove is 
weatherboard to about 3 feet, while above is 
plaster on cut lathes. 

There are three interior chimneys, all of 
brick. These chimneys have the same decorative 
brick work at the Shady Hampton Young Home 
Place, providing further evidence of the 
contemporaneous construction. 

This building is recommended eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register under Criterion 
B and C: that the building is associated with life of 
Shady Hampton Young and that the building 
embodies a very distinctive architectural style 
associated with school buildings, few of which 
survive today. In addition, it is likely that 
subsurface investigations in the yard area would 
also document that the school exhibits an 
archaeological component. This archaeological 
assemblage might well be eligible in its own right 
under Criterion D, since there is very little 
information on school life from this time period. 
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Figure 31. Center School, south facade and grassed yard. 

Figure 32. Center School, oblique view of the east facade showing second entrance looking northwest. 
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The value of this site is such that we can 
recomn1end only careful preservation in place. The 
Young have taken extraordinary steps to ensure 
the preservation of this school. Although it is 
cnrrently be used for grain and hay storage, they 
are reinforced its foundation and have attempted 
to keep it weathertight. 

Its current use, unfortunately, is not 
condncive to long-term preservation. Use for 
storage devalues its importance, allowing it to be 
equated with other relatively temporary farm 
storage buildings. Grain storage also increases the 
risk of fire and wood destroying pests. 

R/41/0000/4586.00 

The Young Farm tenant house is situated 
on the east side of S-69 (Young Road) about 
1,200 feet south of its junction with S-106 (Twin 
Church Road) (Figure 14). 

The house is first shown on the 1914 soil 
survey (Figure 11), indicating that it was present 
by at least this time. Its size and condition, 
however, suggests that it may date to the late 
nineteenth century. 

The house has a rectangular core and is 
one story. The frame construction is covered in 
weatherboard and the house is raised on brick 
piers. There is a single exterior end chimney 
which is generally well constructed_ The lateral 
gable roof is metal. The single windows have 4/4 
lights. Over the west facade is a porch with a 
metal shed roof supported by sin1ple wood posts. 

This house, while not measured, is 
considerably smaller than others on the Young 
property. Its relatively good condition, in spite of 
its age, is likely the resnlt of the buildmg being 
nearly continuously occupied and maintained. 

Although this is a very low status dwelling, 
it is recommended eligible for inclusion on the 
National Register under Criteria A, that it is 
associated with the period of agricnltural tenancy 
which dominated South Carolina's economic 
recovery from the Civil War and lead into the 
states depression. In addition, it is likely that this 

site is also associated with archaeological remains 
which may be eligible for inclusion on the National 
Register under Criterion D, that the remains are 
likely to yield information important to history. 

This is perhaps the most threatened of all 
the structures off, but adjacent to, the development 
tract. Its low status may encourage some to view it 
as expendable or not worthy of scarce maintenance 
resources. Its isolated location makes it more 
vulnerable to vandalism and arson. 

Regardless, steps should be taken to 
secure this building, at least until some 
rudimentary drawings can be completed. In 

Figure 33. Young Farm tenant house, west facade. 

addition, it may be appropriate, as a last resort, to 
move this building to the S.H. Young Home Place, 
in order to consolidate it with other architectural 
sites being cared for. Although this move would 
sacrifice its archaeological components, it would 
not necessarily jeopardize its National Register 
eligibility since Criterion Consideration B allows a 
moved building to remain eligible if it is significant 
primarily for its architectural value. In addition, 
reconstructed buildings also maintain their 
eligibility if they are accurately executed in a 
suitable environment and presented in a dignilied 
manner. It seems sufficiently important that this 
part of the Young Plantation story be preserved 
that moving the building may be an acceptable 
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alternative to preservation in place. 

While unlikely, it is always ·possible that 
additional archaeological sites may be present on 
the tract, but were not identified during these 
studies. Contractors should be made aware that if 
brick concentrations. pottery, arro,vheads, bottles, 
bone, or other potentially historic remains are 
encountered work should be suspended and either 
Chicora Foundation or the State Historic 
Preservation Office should be notified. These late 
discoveries should be evaluated prior to any 
construction related activities. 
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As a result of the intensive survey of the 
approximately 100 acre portion of the Young Farm 
tract south of Timmonsville in Florence County, six 
archaeological sites were identified and assessed. 
Of these, five are recommended as not eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register of Historic 
Places, while one is recommended as potentially 
eligible for inclusion under Criterion D, that it has 
yielded, or may be likely to yield, information 
important in prehistory or history. The potentially 
eligible site has been evaluated as possibly capable 
of addressing significant research questions 
regarding late nineteenth and early twentieth 
century ownership and tenancy in the Upper and 
Middle Coastal Plain of South Carolina. 

The site is found in a cultivated field and 
a grab collection, coupled with limited shovel 
testing, yielded a fairly large number of artifacts, 

The 

determine whether the site is eligible for inclusion 
on the National Register. 

We have recommended that the site be 
subjected to an intensive, close interval, controlled 
collection, coupled with both formal excavations 
and collection of oral history. This approach has 
been nsed with very good success at other sites and 
is likely to produce the required information in a 
cost-effective manner. 

It may be that this level of effort will be 
adequate to address the research potential of the 
tested site. If so, then the site will be evaluated as 
not eligible for inclusion on the National Register. 
Alternatively, it may be that the site will be found 
eligible for the National Register, indicating that it 
does contain additional significant information. 
Under these circumstances, it is still possible to 
green space the site, simply avoiding it. Or, it will 
likely be possible to conduct data recovery 
excavations at the site, which will allow the 

Table 7. 

with many more present but not collected. 
site is shown on early maps, 
disappearing by mid-century. It is 
possible, based on the current 
documentary evidence, that the site is 
the home of a property owner or 
manager. The artifacts appear to be 
somewhat higher status and certainly 
the quantity of materials present seems 
significantly higher at this site than 
others in the immediate area. 

Archaeological and Architectural Sites Identified 
in and Adjacent to the Project Tract 

If the site can be avoided by 
construction activities then no 
additional work is necessary to 
complete the evaluation process. The 
sites can be "green spaced" and 
protected through a historic easement. 

If this is not possible for the 
site then it will be necessary to collect 
additional information in order to 

Site Number 
38FLl47 
38FLl48 
38F1349 
38F1350 
38F1352 
38F1353 

R/41/0000/4581 
R/411".1000/4582 
R/411".I000/4583 
R/41/0000/4584 
R/41/0000/4585 
R/411".1000/4586 

Con1poncnts 
Historic - tenant house 
Historic - tobacco barn 
Historic - slave/tenant house 
Historic - manager's house 
Historic - manager's house 
Historic - tobacco barn 

S.H. Young Home Place 
Center School 
Cleo A Young House 
Young Fann Tenant House 
Young Farm Tobacco Barn 
Young Farm Tenant House 

Site Size (ft.) 

260xll0 
80x8() 

220x130 
200xl00 
225x350 
100x90 

NE == not eligible for inclusion on the National Register 
PE = potentially eligible for inclusion on the National Register 

EJivibility 
NE 
NE 
NE 
NE 
PE 
NE 

E 
E 
E 
NE 
NE 
E 
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significant information to be colletted. Afteiwards, 
no additional management activities at the site will 
be necessary and the land may be used as 
necessary. 

In a similar fashion, this survey identified 
six architectural sites recorded with the South 
Carolina Department of Archives and History. 
Tb.ree of these sites are situated on the survey tract 
and therefore subject to damage directly from 
development activities. An additional three are 
situated immediately adjacent to the tract and 
therefore potentially subject to secondary damage 
and increased development pressures. 

Of the three sites on the survey tract, two 
- a modern tobacco barn and a relatively recent 
tenant house - are recommended as not eligible. 
The third building on the survey tract - the Cleo 
A. Young House, is recommended as eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register. 

This house may eventually be excluded 
from the development tract. If it is not, then we 
recommend that it be either preserved in place or 
that it be subjected to detailed recordation using 
standard architectural drawings and large format 
corrected photography. 

The remaining three sites, consisting of the 
Shady Hampton Young Home Place, the Center 
School, and an early Young Farm tenant house, 
are all recommended as eligible for inclusion on 
the National Register. These sites, while off the 
development tract, are descnbed and assessed 
because it is very important to protect them from 
development activities or pressures. At the present 
time they form a cohesive rural complex 
incorporating architectural form, landscape, and 
probably archaeological remains. As the area 
around them develops, this integrity of space and 
landscape will begin to change. 

This survey is of considerable interest since 
the survey tract is situated in a portion of Florence 
County for which there is very little information. 
The flatwoods or interior plains present in this 
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area are dramatically different from the swamp 
edge topography of projects such as our previous 
survey for Honda (Trinkley 1997), the Roche 
Carolina tract (Trinkley and Adams 1992), or the 
Santee Cooper Pee Dee Generating Facility tract 
(Taylor 1984). In the simplest of terms, the current 
survey tract is dominated by the topography that is 
typically associated with very low prehistoric 
archaeological potential - low land, poor drainage, 
wet soils, and the absence of sandy swamp edge 
bluffs. It appears that our traditional model is 
fairly accurate since there were no prehistoric sites 
encountered in the current survey. In fact, not even 
a single sherd or isolated flake was identified. 

Likewise, no well preserved pre-Civil War 
sites were identified- The reasons for this is not as 
clear. The Young plantation was very large for this 
portion of Darlington District and it is likely that 
slave dwellings were present. Since the original 
James M. Young house was about 0.5 mile to the 
southeast, it may be that the slave settlement is on 
another portion of the Youngs' holdings. In 
addition, there is some evidence that 38FL349 may 
represent an early site. Further, it has thus far 
been impossible to document much about the early 
plantation activities because of a dearth of land 
records. 

We were able to document much about 
the Youngs' farm in the late nineteenth and early 
twentieth century. This plantation development 
incorporated a number of tenant sites, only a few 
of which were located on the very small survey 
tract. We were fortunate, however, to encounter 
the owner's complex and document a number of 
associated sites. 

While it is almost always impossible to 
identify every site which may be present, the 
current survey appears to have recorded all of the 
sites which are documented by the various historic 
maps. This is somewhat unusual, but was likely the 
result of the exceptionally good survey conditions 
producing near 100% surface visibility. 

Recommendations 

Those sites evaluated as not eligible, 
pending State Historic Preservation Office 
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concurrence, require no additional management 
activities. This means that Willis Construction 
Company need not make any special provisions for 
their protection or preservation. 

For the archaeological site recommended 
as potentially eligible Willis Construction Company 
has two options. Either additional archaeological 
investigations can be undertaken to collect the data 
necessary for a thorough evaluation, or the site 
can, essentially, be treated as an eligible property 
and avoided during construction, as well as 
subsequent maintenance operations. It is important 
to emphasize that green spacing requires perpetual 
preservation and protection. 

In a similar manner, there are two options 
for the architectural site on the project tract 
recommended eligible. Either the site may be 
green spaced or additional architectural 
information will need to obtained from the site 
prior to its demolition. 

This green spacing approach is likely the 
most cost effective, assuming that avoidance is 
possible. It is also likely to be the most timely 
approach, allowing Willis Construction Company 
to con1mence construction as soon as the State 
I-listoric Preservation Office has concurred with 
our recommendations. 

Finally, it is possible that in spite of this 
intensive survey, additional archaeological remains 
may be encountered during construction. If 
concentrations of pottery, ceramics, arrowheads, 
bottles, or other remains are identified, all work in 
the site area should cease until the site can be 
assessed by either Chicora Foundation or the State 
Historic Preservation Office. The contractor should 
be notified to be alert to the possibility of 
additional archaeological remains. 
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